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While most studies on the digital divide in the United States focus on disparities in access to
computers and the Internet, this study examines the digital divide in Internet information
searching. With data from 476 Vermont households surveyed in 2009, a double–hurdle model is
used to identify the factors that impact the likelihood and frequency of using the Internet for
information searching. Empirical results suggest that there are significant disparities in both the
likelihood and frequency of online information searching in Vermont and that these disparities are
closely associated with several socioeconomic and demographic factors such as education level,
income, and age. Also, the impacts of some variables on the likelihood to use the Internet to
search for information are different from their impacts on the frequency of using the Internet for
information searching. These research findings are expected to be useful when developing
programs and policies for reducing the digital divide.
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Introduction
The digital divide, a term introduced in the mid–1990s, generally refers to the gap between people
with effective access to digital information and communication technologies (ICTs) and those
with limited or no access at all. The U.S. Department of Commerce (USDC) first defined it in
1995 as the separation between information “haves” and information “have–nots” with a focus on
the gap between people in their physical access to computers and the Internet. The Organisation
for Economic Co–operation and Development (OECD) generalized the concept as the gap
between individuals, households, businesses and geographic areas at different socioeconomic
levels with regard both to their opportunities to access ICTs and to their use of ICTs for a wide
range of activities (OECD, 2001). In other words, the digital divide now includes imbalances in

physical access to ICTs, resources and skills needed to effectively use ICTs, as well as imbalances
in the actual use of ICTs.
As computers and the Internet have become widely available to American households in recent
years, concerns about the digital divide have shifted from physical access to computers and the
Internet to imbalances in the effective use of and benefits from ICTs. The percentage of American
households with Internet connection reached 70 percent in 2007 and, by the end of 2008, 57
percent had broadband Internet connections (Technology Policy Institute, 2009). In 2003, van
Dijk and Hacker identified four distinct stages of ICT access: motivation access, material access,
skills access, and usage access. Of these four, the final stage — usage access — has received most
attention in recent years in explaining disparities between households with respect to the digital
divide (Quibria, et al., 2002; Ono and Zavodny, 2008; Valadez and Durán, 2007; Morey, 2007).
James (2008) finds that physical access to ICTs is only a potential problem with actual use of
ICTs being the real issue that defines the digital divide.
Despite all these studies, many questions persist regarding the sources and socioeconomic
impacts of the digital divide and viable options for reducing it. This study contributes to the
literature by analyzing the factors associated with imbalance in actual use of the Internet for
information search. With data from 476 Vermont households surveyed in 2009, the study uses a
double–hurdle model to identify the factors that affect the likelihood and frequency of using the
Internet for information search.

Related work on the digital divide
Since the “digital divide” was first formally recognized in the mid–1990s, the USDC has
published a series of reports on its status (USDC, 2000; 1999; 1998; 1995). These reports identify
significant gaps in physical access to ICTs along the lines of race, gender, age, economic status,
education level, household composition and geographic location. Other studies (Servon, 2002;
Compaine, 2001; Warschauer, 2003) support the findings in the USDC reports. In general, people
with less income, lower education, senior age and living in rural areas are less likely to adopt or
have adopted ICTs later than their counterparts. Also, households with children are more likely to
have computer and Internet connection, presumably because parents want to introduce computers
and the Internet to their children at an early age.
Although frequently mentioned, in the literature, there are relatively limited empirical studies
regarding the digital divide in the actual use of ICTs. This may be attributed to data limitations
and the lack of standardized measures of effective ICT uses for a wide range of activities
(Vehovar, et al., 2006). Among the limited studies available, Kolodinsky, et al. (2004) and
Hogarth, et al. (2008) analyzed the use of e-banking by U.S. consumers. Their findings revealed
that socioeconomic and demographic factors such as income, education, gender and age affect not
only the adoption but also the intention to adopt e–banking applications.
Unlike traditional information and communication media, the Internet is dynamic, heterogeneous,
and less structured, and has unique navigational properties (Bilal, 2001). As a result, the ability to
efficiently and effectively find information on the Internet has been one of critical indices of
effective use of the Internet (Hargittai, 2002). There is a growing breadth and depth in research
concerning online information search and interest in a variety of issues from interactions,
cognitive processes, to search strategies (Jansena and Spink, 2006; Wang, et al., 2000; Teevan, et
al., 2004). However, these studies have paid more attention to the general issues in the process of
using Internet search tools, but shed less light on the differences between individuals.

Hargittai (2002) estimated the disparity in online search skills based on in–person observations
and interviews with a random sample of 54 Internet users. The estimation results showed that
there was a large variance across users in both the ability to find the information and the time
needed to find the information. The study identified age and experiences with the technology as
significant factors contributed to the variance. In another study, Teo, et al. (1999) suggested that
the actual use of ICTs not only relied on online search skills but also depended on personal
motivation to use the Internet.
In another study, Cheong (2007) examined the digital divide in Internet use at home and at work
in Singapore and found that single, higher income and better educated individuals are more likely
to use the Internet and use it more frequently. Also, females tend to use the Internet less
intensively than males. Wodjao (2007) employed a double–hurdle model to estimate two levels of
the digital divide among U.S. households simultaneously: the decision to own computers and
have Internet connection at home, and the decision on the intent to use them. The study revealed
that demographic factors such as age, education, income, race, and disability of the respondents
explained a large percentage of the variation in the time spent using computer at home but had
limited explanatory power regarding the likelihood of owning a computer and Internet
connection.
This study contributes to the literature by examining the likelihood and frequency of using the
Internet for information search. It focuses on the disparity in actual Internet use for information
search among Vermont households. Specifically, the study identifies the factors that affect the
likelihood and frequency of using the Internet for information search in Vermont, and also
examines the impacts of identified factors.

The model
This section presents the econometric model and describes the data set with summary statistics.
Different econometric models such as binary logistic, multinomial, ordered probit, Tobit, and
double–hurdle models have been used to analyze the likelihood and frequency of consumer
purchase of commodities or participation in recreation activities (Cragg, 1971; Wang, et al., 1996;
Ewing, et al., 2004). Examples of double–hurdle model applications include Cragg (1971) who
developed a double–hurdle model to study the demand for durable goods, Jones (1989) who used
one to examine the behavior of cigarette consumption, and Wang, et al. (1996) who developed a
double–hurdle model to examine the impact of cholesterol information on egg consumption in the
United States.
This study uses a double–hurdle model to identify the factors that affect the probability for a
survey respondent to use the Internet for information search and the factors that affect the
frequency of the Internet use. The double–hurdle model includes a binary logistic regression
(BLR) model for the first hurdle and an ordered logistic model (OLR) for the second hurdle. The
BLR for the first hurdle analyzes the decision to use the Internet for information search, and the
OLR for the second hurdle addresses the question: “for respondents who have used the Internet
for information search, what are the factors that contribute to variation in the frequency of
searching information online?”
In modeling the likelihood of using the Internet for information search, the dependent variable
(Y) is limited to only two possibilities (Y=1 for individuals who have used the Internet for
information search and Y=0 otherwise). In this case, a BLR can be used to examine the impacts
of a set of independent variables (X1, X2, …, Xn) on the logistic function of the probability (P)

for Y=1 (i.e., P is the probability for Y=1). Estimation results of a logistic model can be used to
identify factors that significantly contribute to the probability for Y=1 and examine the marginal
impact of each significant independent variable on the odds ratio for Y=1. A BLR model is
represented by the following function:

(1)

where P, X1, X2, …, and Xn are as defined above, a, b1, b2, …, and bn are the coefficients to be
estimated, and e is the error term. This BLR is used to identify the factors that contribute to “the
probability of using the Internet for information searching” and to examine the marginal impacts
of each significant independent variable on the odds ratio for Y=1.
In addition to the BLR models, an OLR model is used to identify the factors that determine the
frequency of using the Internet for information search for the individuals who have used the
Internet for information searching. This second hurdle is for only those respondents who pass the
first hurdle or have used the Internet for information search. In this case, the dependent variable Y
ranges from 1 to 6, corresponding to six levels of use frequency: (1) less than once a month, (2)
about once a month, (3) 2–3 times a month, (4) about once a week, (5) a few times a week, and
(6) daily. If Pi is the probability for Y = i, and P(Y ≤ j) = P1 + P2 + … + Pj represents the
probability that a respondent falls in a category less than or equal to the jth category (j = 1, 2, …,
5), then we have a collection of cumulative probabilities for each case. The final category P(Y ≤
6) has a cumulative probability of 1. The OLR model based on the cumulative probability can be
specified as:

(3)

and

where α1, α2, … and α5 are the intercepts, β1, β2, …, and βn are the coefficients to be estimated,
and e is the error term. The cumulative model constrains the coefficients in these models to be the
same but allows the intercepts to vary (Allison, 1999; O’Connell, 2006).
Models (1) and (2) together form a simple double hurdle model. As discussed by Tsekeris and
Dimitriou (2008), model (1) and (2) can be estimated simultaneously when the error terms in the
two models are assumed to be correlated, or separately when they are assumed to be independent.
Also, many studies have used the same set of independent variables in the two models (hurdles),
especially when data are limited (e.g., Wang, et al., 1996). In this study, we use the same set of
independent variables in the BLR and OLR models and estimate the two models separately.
While the choice of the same set of independent variables for the BLR and OLR is largely due to
data limitation (the statewide household survey covered a very wide range of topics and the
Internet use was only a small part of the survey), the choice of estimating the two models
separately was due to the computer programming challenge for estimating the BLR and OLR
simultaneously.

The data and descriptive statistics
Data employed in our analysis are from the 2009 Vermont Poll conducted in February 2009. The
poll as a statewide survey covered a variety of issues related to public concerns within Vermont
and has been conducted annually by the Center for Rural Studies (CRS) at the University of
Vermont for more than a decade. The telephone survey was conducted using a computer–aided
telephone interviewing (CATI) software. A random sample for the poll was drawn from a list of
Vermont telephone numbers, which is updated quarterly and included listed and unlisted
telephone numbers. Cellular phone numbers were not included in the sampling frame and this
may not cause serious problems because Vermont has the lowest percentage of “wireless–only”
households in the country. Only Vermont residents over the age of eighteen were interviewed.
While there were 615 respondents in the 2009 Vermont Poll, 139 of them are not included in this
study due to missing data.
The personal characteristics of the sample are summarized in Table 1. Compared to the Vermont
data collected by the U.S. Census Bureau, respondents of the 2009 Vermont Poll have higher
education and income. The difference is likely due to the fact that the Census Bureau data

included the whole population and the survey included only one adult from each selected
household. In addition, 64.5 percent of the respondents reside in rural areas and 70.0 percent of
the respondents have no child under 18. The percentages of male and female are almost equal.
The median age of the sample is 55, and about half of the respondents are between 46 and 55.
These sample statistics are similar to that from the census.

Table 1: Descriptive statistics of the sample in
comparison with census data.
VT Poll
2009
(percent)

VT data (2005–
2007)
(percent)

Less than high school

5.3

10.3

High school

17.1

57.0

College

77.6

32.7

<25,000

14.8

23.7

25,000–50,000

25.5

26.8

50,000–75,000

23.6

20.3

>75,000

36.1

29.1

Rural

64.5

NA

Suburban

20.6

NA

Urban

14.9

NA

Without child

71.0

70.9

With children

29.0

29.1

Male

49.3

49.1

Female

50.7

50.9

20–45

21.5

32.5*

46–65

52.4

29.4*

>65

26.1

13.2*

Education

Household income
($US)

Residence

Family composition

Gender

Age

Data source: Vermont Poll 2009; 2005–2007 American
Community Survey 3–Year Estimates (U.S. Census
Bureau).
NA: Not available.

* The sum is not equal to 100 because of the exclusion
of population under the age of 20.

Figure 1 presents the percentages of households with computer and the Internet connection in
Vermont since 1999. Between 1999 and 2009, the percentage of households with computer
increased significantly from 1999 to 2002 and then has been steady around 80 percent. Household
Internet connectivity has risen to nearly match computer ownership and reached 81.7 percent in
2009. Recently, broadband Internet connection has grown quickly in Vermont, reaching 66.8
percent of households in 2009. Data presented in Figure 1 are from the Vermont Pool conducted
by the University of Vermont.

Figure 1: Vermont household computer ownership and the Internet connection.
Data source: Vermont Poll 1999–2009.

With computers and the Internet becoming widely available in Vermont, the differences in the
frequency of actual use of the Internet become apparent. As shown in Figure 2, there is a gap
between those who have used the Internet for information search and those who have not. 12.2
percent of respondents have never used search engines. Among those who are already users, the
frequency of searching through the Internet varies widely, with 56.1 percent of respondents using
search engines to search for information daily.

Estimation results and discussion

Empirical results are summarized in Table 2. In general, the two regression models fit the data
well according to the overall tests. One notable difference is that most of the variables have a
significant impact on the likelihood of searching for information online, but only three variables
have significant effects on the frequency of use.

Figure 2: Frequency of using the Internet for information searching.
Data source: 2009 Vermont Poll.

Empirical results of the BLR model for the first hurdle indicate that six socioeconomic and
demographic variables have significant influence on the likelihood of using the Internet to search
for information. Education has the most influential impact. Compared to those with less than high
school education, the odds of searching for information online increases 12.84 times for those
with a high school diploma, and 34.64 times for those who have college education. Household
income also shows a positive and significant impact on the likelihood of using the Internet to
search for information. Those who come from households with US$50,000–US$75,000 or more
than US$75,000 income, are increasingly likely to use the Internet to search for information (OR
= 4.63 and OR = 6.34, respectively) in comparison to those whose household incomes are less
than US$25,000.

Table 2: Estimation results of the double–hurdle
model for online information searching.
Information searching
Education
Variables

Participation
b

ORa

Frequency
β

Education (reference:
less than high school)
High school

2.63*** 13.84 -0.16

ORa

College

3.57*** 35.64

0.25

Household income
(reference: <$US25,000)
25,000–50,000

0.10

0.44

50,000–75,000

1.53*** 4.63 0.84** 2.31

>75,000

1.85*** 6.34 0.78** 2.17

Home composition
(reference: without child)
With children

-0.13

0.00

Suburban

-0.46

0.27

Urban

-0.97**

Residence (reference:
rural)
0.38

-0.01

Gender (reference: male)
Female
Age (continuous)
N
Prediction power

0.28
-0.07*** 0.94
476

-0.34*
-0.01
418

90.8%

-2LL χ2 (P–value)

18.53
(0.047)

Significant level: * .1, ** .05, *** .01.
a. The odds ratio (OR) is reported for only the variables
with significant impact.

Urban residents in Vermont are less likely to use the Internet to search for information than those
who live in rural areas (OR = 0.38) when other variables are controlled, while there is no
significant difference between rural and suburban residents. This finding is opposite to previous
national results related to physical access. One possible reason is that a large portion of
Vermonters reside in rural areas. The percentage of rural residents is 62.6 in Vermont while the
average level in the U.S. is 21.0 (U.S. Census Bureau, 2000). Another potential reason is that
Vermont’s government has made a lot of efforts promoting the diffusion of ICTs in rural areas.
For example, Act 79 established a Vermont telecommunications authority to facilitate the
establishment and delivery of broadband infrastructure and services for residents throughout the
state in 2007. Age has a negative impact on the likelihood of using the Internet to search for
information. The odds decrease by six percent when age increases by one year. Gender and
whether there are children at home are not significant.
While the OLR model fits the data well as a whole, only three variables show significant impacts
on the use frequency of searching for information through the Internet. Although tests reveal no
significant correlations between the included independent variables, it is possible that the
frequency of using the Internet for information search could be associated with some variables we
did not have data to measure.

Two factors, income and gender, affect the frequency of using the Internet for information search
given one has used it. Individuals in households earning more than US$50,000 use search engines
more frequently than those who come from the lowest income households. Being female
decreases the odds of being in a higher frequency category by 29 percent. The impacts of
education level, region of residence, and age are insignificant.

Conclusions
While previous studies on the digital divide in the United States have focused on disparities in
physical access to ICTs, this study contributes to the literature by analyzing the factors associated
with the imbalance in actual Internet use. With a dataset of 476 Vermont households surveyed in
2009, a double–hurdle model is used to identify the factors and examine their impacts on the
likelihood and frequency of use the Internet for information searching.
Empirical results suggest three conclusions: First, when computer and the Internet become widely
available to Vermont households, there are significant disparities in both the likelihood and
frequency of making effective use of the Internet. The disparities are closely associated with
socioeconomic and demographic factors. Second, considering the likelihood of using the Internet
for information search, those who have less education, lower incomes, and are of older age are
less likely to use search engines. Particularly, rural residents in Vermont are more likely to use
both applications than urban residents. Third, in terms of use frequency, disparities still exist
among the respondents who have begun to use the Internet for information searching. Household
income positively impacts the frequency of using the Internet for information searching, while
being a female decreases the frequency.
The impacts of personal characteristics are more on the likelihood to use the Internet for
information search and less on the frequency of use. As shown by Chau (2001), computer attitude
and self–efficacy have influences on IT usage behavior. Also, the studies of Kolodinsky, et al.
(2004), and Hogarth, et al. (2008) indicate that besides personal factors, technological
characteristics of the ICT also affect adoption. Future studies are needed to reveal the influence of
technological factors and other potential factors, which affects the use frequency when one has
started to make use of the Internet.
The findings of this paper are useful for developing programs and policies for reducing the digital
divide or disparities in Vermont and may apply to other states. While it is still necessary to deploy
universal and affordable Internet access to American households, more attention should be given
to introducing and assisting individuals to make effective use of ICTs. Previous studies showed
that the groups which are less likely to use the Internet, and those who use it less frequently, are
also the same groups that get connected to the Internet latter, partly because of a learning or
content divide. Therefore, increasing individuals’ computer and the Internet literacy should be the
focus of the future efforts.

About the authors
Guangxuan Zhang is a M.S. candidate in the Department of Community Development and
Applied Economics at the University of Vermont.
E–mail: guangxuan [dot] zhang [at] uvm [dot] edu

Qingbin Wang is a Professor in the Department of Community Development and Applied
Economics at the University of Vermont.
E–mail: qwang [at] uvm [dot] edu
Jane Kolodinsky is Professor and Chair of the Department of Community Development and
Applied Economics at the University of Vermont.
E–mail: jane [dot] kolodinsky [at] uvm [dot] edu

References
P.D. Allison, 1999. Logistic regression using SAS: Theory and application. Cary, N.C.: SAS
Institute: 89–91.
D. Bilal, 2001. “Children’s use of the Yahooligans! Web search engine: II. Cognitive and physical
behaviors on research tasks,” Journal of the American Society for Information Science and
Technology, volume 52, number 2, pp. 118–136.http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/10974571(2000)9999:9999<::AID-ASI1038>3.0.CO;2-R
P.K. Chau, 2001. “Influence of computer attitude and self–efficacy on IT usage behavior,”
Journal of Organizational and End User Computing, volume 13, number 1, pp. 26–
33.http://dx.doi.org/10.4018/joeuc.2001010103
P.H. Cheong, 2007. “Gender and perceived Internet efficacy: Examining secondary digital divide
issues in Singapore,” Women’s Study in Communication, volume 30, number 2, pp. 205–
228.http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/07491409.2007.10162513
J.G. Cragg, 1971. “Some statistical models for limited dependent variables with application for
durable goods,” Econometrica, volume 39, number 5, pp. 829–
844.http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/1909582
B.M. Compaine (editor), 2001. The digital divide: Facing a crisis or creating a myth?
Cambridge, Mass.: MIT Press.
R. Ewing, W. Schroeer, and W. Greene, 2004. “School location and student travel: Analysis of
factors affecting mode choice,” Transportation Research Record: Journal of the Transportation
Research Board, number 1895, pp. 55–63, and at
http://www.icfi.com/Markets/Transportation/doc_files/school-location.pdf, accessed 1 November
2010.
E. Hargittai, 2002. “Second–level digital divide: Differences in people’s online skills,” First
Monday, volume 7, number 4, at
http://firstmonday.org/htbin/cgiwrap/bin/ojs/index.php/fm/article/view/942/864, accessed October
2009.
J.M. Hogarth, J. Kolodinsky, and T. Gabor. 2008. “Consumer payment choices: Paper, plastic, or
electrons?” International Journal of Electronic Banking, volume 1, number 1, pp. 16–
35.http://dx.doi.org/10.1504/IJEBANK.2008.020437
J. James, 2008. “Digital divide complacency: Misconceptions and dangers,” Information Society,
volume 24, number 1, pp. 54–61.http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/01972240701774790

B.J. Jansena and A. Spink. 2006. “How are we searching the World Wide Web? A comparison of
nine search engine transaction logs,” Information Processing and Management, volume 42,
number 1, pp. 248–263.
A.M. Jones, 1989. “A double–hurdle model of cigarette consumption,” Journal of Applied
Econometrics, volume 4, number 1, pp. 23-39.http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/jae.3950040103
J.M. Kolodinsky, J.M. Hogarth, and M.A. Hilgert. 2004. “The adoption of electronic banking
technologies by U.S. consumers,” International Journal of Bank Marketing, volume 22, number
4, pp. 238–259.http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/02652320410542536
O.T. Morey, 2007. “Digital disparities: The persistent digital divide as related to health
information access on the Internet,” Journal of Consumer Health on the Internet, volume 11,
number 4, pp. 23-41.http://dx.doi.org/10.1300/J381v11n04_03
A.A. O’Connell 2006. Logistic regression models for ordinal response variables. Thousand Oaks,
Calif.: Sage.
H. Ono and M. Zavodny. 2008. “Immigrants, English ability and the digital divide,” Social
Forces, volume 86, number 4, pp. 1,455–1,480.
Organisation for Economic Co–operation and Development (OECD), 2001. Understanding the
digital divide. Paris: OECD, at http://www.oecd.org/dataoecd/38/57/1888451.pdf, accessed July
2009.
M.G. Quibria, S.N. Ahmed, T. Tschang, and M.–L. Reyes–Macasaquit, 2002. Digital divide:
Determinants and policies with special reference to Asia. ERD Working Paper, number 27.
Manila, Philippines: Asian Development Bank, at
http://www.adb.org/Documents/ERD/Working_Papers/wp027.pdf, accessed 1 November 2010.
L.J. Servon, 2002. Bridging the digital divide: Technology, community, and public policy.
Malden, Mass.: Blackwell.
Technology Policy Institute, 2009. “Household broadband penetration data,” at
http://www.techpolicyinstitute.org/publications/show/23063.html, accessed April 2009.
J. Teevan, C. Alvarado, M.S. Ackerman, and D.R. Karger. 2004. “The perfect search engine is not
enough: A study of orienteering behavior in directed search,” Proceedings of the SIGCHI
Conference on Human Factors in Computing Systems (CHI ’04), pp. 415–422.
T.S.H. Teo, V.K.G. Lim, and R.Y.C. Lai. 1999. “Intrinsic and extrinsic motivation in Internet
usage,” Omega, volume 27, number 1, pp. 25–37.http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S03050483(98)00028-0
T. Tsekeris and L. Dimitriou. 2008. “Modeling participation and consumption in the Greek
interurban public transportation market,” Journal of Public Transportation, volume 11, number 2,
pp. 85-104.
U.S. Census Bureau, 2000. “Census of population and housing 2000,” at http://www.census.gov/,
accessed January 2010.
U.S. Department of Commerce (USDC), 2000. “Falling through the Net: Toward digital
inclusion,” at http://www.ntia.doc.gov/ntiahome/fttn00/contents00.html, accessed July 2009.

U.S. Department of Commerce (USDC), 1999. “Falling through the Net: Defining the digital
divide,” at http://www.ntia.doc.gov/ntiahome/fttn99/, accessed July 2009.
U.S. Department of Commerce (USDC), 1998. “Falling through the Net: New data on the digital
divide,” at http://www.ntia.doc.gov/ntiahome/net2/, accessed July 2009.
U.S. Department of Commerce (USDC), 1995. “Falling through the Net: A survey of the ‘have
nots’ in rural and urban America,” at http://www.ntia.doc.gov/ntiahome/fallingthru.html, accessed
July 2009.
J.R. Valadez and R.P. Durán, 2007. “Redefining the digital divide: Beyond access to computers
and the Internet,” High School Journal, volume 90, number 3, pp. 31–44.
J. van Dijk and K. Hacker, 2003. “The digital divide as a complex and dynamic phenomenon,”
Information Society, volume 19, number 4, pp. 315–
326.http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/01972240309487
V. Vehovar, P. Sicherl, T. Hüsing, and V. Dolnicar, 2006. “Methodological challenges of digital
divide measurements,” Information Society, volume 22, number 5, pp. 279–
290.http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/01972240600904076
P. Wang, W.B. Hawk, and C. Tenopir. 2000. “Users’ interactions with World Wide Web resources:
An exploratory study using a holistic approach,” Information Processing & Management, volume
36, number 2, pp.229–251.http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0306-4573(99)00059-X
Q. Wang, H.H. Jensen, and S.T. Yen, 1996. “Impact of cholesterol information on U.S. egg
consumption: Evidence from consumer survey data,” Applied Economics Letters, volume 3,
number 3, pp. 189–191.http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/135048596356663
M. Warschauer, 2003. Technology and social inclusion: Rethinking the digital divide. Cambridge,
Mass.: MIT Press.
T.B. Wodjao, 2007. “A double–hurdle model of computer and Internet use In American
households,” American Time Use Research Center, at
http://www.atususers.umd.edu/wip2/papers_i2007/Wodajo.pdf, accessed July 2009.

Editorial history
Received 17 August 2010; accepted 28 October 2010.
Copyright © 2010, First Monday.
Copyright © 2010, Guangxuan Zhang, Qingbin Wang, and Jane Kolodinsky.
The digital divide in Internet information searching: A double–hurdle model analysis of
household data from Vermont
by Guangxuan Zhang, Qingbin Wang, and Jane Kolodinsky.
First Monday, Volume 15, Number 11 - 1 November 2010
https://journals.uic.edu/ojs/index.php/fm/article/download/3118/2649

